THE SCIENTIFIC CONSENSUS 


ON POLITICAL DEBATES 
By Cybro. 


This document has been written in response to the lack of scientific rigor in politics and political 
debates. Way too often, people pick sides based on what politicians, pundits, and celebrities have to 
say, and not the scientific consensus. Scientific consensus is the collective judgment, position, and 
opinion of the community of scientists in a particular field of study. 


Politicians should not base their policies on lackluster claims, but on the scientific evidence. 
Politicians such as Thabo Mbeki, a former South African president, illustrate this point vividly. He 
denied the scientific consensus that HIV causes AIDS and promoted alternative medicines against 
the pandemic. These policies have been blamed for the preventable deaths of between 343,000 and 
365,000 people from AIDS: https://doi.org/10.1093%2Fafraf%2Fadm087 


Note that this text does not have conventional citation, and instead simply links to the source. This 
is so that sources can easily be accessed and posted on internet forums. 


Some topics still do not have a scientific consensus, so scientists still debate and experiment around 
with them. 


This document does not cover topics pertaining to historiography and societal issues. History and 
other social sciences have been avoided due to their status as ‘soft sciences’. That is to say, their 
conclusions can not be reached with the conventional scientific method. However, there is a short 
section about myths regarding the gas chambers in the Nazi extermination camps in chapter 4 due to 
how many of the claims are masqueraded as ‘chemistry’. 


This document does not cover ‘not even wrong’ claims such as that drinking camel urine can cure 
COVID-19 unless those claims are very common. 


Special thanks to LibreOffice, Wikipedia’s brilliant reference library and talk pages, RationalWiki’s 
references against some more obscure topics, and these documents: [1], [2], and [3]. Note that some 
of these documents intertwine science and politics. That is what this document avoids. In short: 
reach your own conclusions with the information in this text! 
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Chapter 0 — F. A. Q. 


I would recommend anyone that is rather unaware of the scientific process to read through this brief 
introduction. Here, common questions pertaining to science will be answered. 


Question #1: Who should I trust? 


(Let’s not go totally post-modernist!) In this case, the scientific consensus. Scientists are people 
who can make mistakes or affirm their biases. Thus, it would be most reliable to not trust a scientist, 
but multiple. Scientists spend much of their lives in the pursuit of studying their topic at hand and 
specialize within that subject wildly. It is impossible for a single person to know everything just 
within one field. A controversial topic does not have to lack a scientific consensus. For example, the 
scientific consensus is that there is no link between vaccinations and autism, however, the public 
may still find it controversial. 


A reliable study should be published in a trusted, peer-reviewed journal. This filters out many 
journals, such as those that offer publication in return for paying. Peer review is the evaluation of 
work by one or more people with similar competencies as the producers of the work. Now, the 
study should be compared to other studies published in trusted, peer-reviewed journals. That is how 
to build scientific consensus. 


Can we trust peer-reviewed papers ?: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=LIIBsfTx3Kc 


Opinion: Science might not be perfect, but it is the best we have. 
Question #2: Why don‘ you do your own research? 


‘Doing your own research’ is a common motto of the pseudoscientific movement. Yes, you can ‘do 
your own research’, but it would be absurd to believe your conclusions would match the 
conclusions of scientists who have conducted peer reviewed double blind experiments on the 
subject and have spent many years of their life specializing within that subject. You can disagree 
with the scientific consensus, but do not pretend that it is in your favor. 


Question #3: Can you give me an example of the difference between science and politics? 
For this example we will use COVID-19. 


Science: 
* COVID-19 is a real disease. 
¢ Itis caused by the SARS-CoV-2 virus. 
¢ Face mask use and social distancing help reduce the risk of spread. 
* COVID-19 vaccines help prevent COVID-19 infections. 


Politics: 
¢ Should we enforce mandatory face mask wearing and social distancing? 
* Does it breach a person’s freedom to have mandatory vaccinations? 
* Should people pay for their own healthcare against COVID-19? 
* Is COVID-19 big enough of a deal for the government to respond? 


Opinion: Political conclusions must take into account the scientific consensus for them to end well. 


Question #4: Isn’t that just a theory? 


A common rebuke against the theory of evolution or germ theory is that it is ‘just a theory’. The 
colloquial definition of a theory can mean a guess. A scientific theory (such as the theory of 
evolution) is a coherent set of explanations that is compatible with observations and that allows 
predictions to be made. First, a scientist will come up with a hypothesis about a particular topic. If 
the hypothesis survives intense scrutiny and matches observation, it becomes a theory. 


Question #5: What about the skeptical scientists ? 


Every field has scientists that go against consensus. While there are climate scientists who dispute 
that climate change is mainly caused by human activity, over 99% of publishing climate scientists 
agree on anthropogenic climate change: https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0270467619886266. 


Question #6: Isn'*t citing the scientific consensus an appeal to authority? 


No. Scientific consensus is not determined by any scientist or organization, but by experiment and 
evidence. See how evidence is proof checked in question #1. The opinions of scientists do not 
matter. What matters is the consensus, or what all the evidence points towards. 


An actual appeal to authority may go like this: Person(s) A claims that X is true, and the person(s) 
are experts in the field concerning X. Therefore, X should be believed. Notice that person(s) A do 
not have to use high quality evidence for their conclusion. Science is arrived at with evidence! 


Question #7: What is falsifiability? 


Falsifiability is the ability of a theory — a working framework for explaining and predicting natural 
phenomena — to have its falsity demonstrated by overwhelming evidence through experiments or 
observations. For example, you can begin attempt to disprove the statement that water boils at 100 
°C by trying it out. However, an unfalsifiable belief would be something that does not reach that 
requirement. Young Earth creationists will often accuse evidence against their belief of being 
fraudulent or false in some inherent manner, such as that it was made by God to test our faith or 
made by the Devil. 


Question #8: Hasn*t science been wrong before? 


Yes. It is for this reason why, for example, I wrote that “the scientific consensus is that ivermectin is 
ineffective against COVID-19” and not ‘ivermectin does not do treat COVID-19’. The thing is that 
it may treat COVID-19 but that all the evidence shows the contrary. Evidence in the future might 
prove that ivermectin does treat COVID-19, but for now, everything goes against that assessment. 


Studies are also increasingly being carried out with methods that prevent bias, such as peer review, 
blinded experiments, and large sample sizes. These were less common in the past. 


Question #9: Don't all these anecdotes prove the scientific consensus wrong ? 
As is often said: the plural of anecdote is not evidence. People can give all kinds of anecdotes, and 


many can at the same time concerning the same issue. If there is no evidence for the anecdote to be 
true, then it is just that, an anecdote. People can misremember, be confused, or lie about anecdotes. 


Question #10: How can I read some of the sources? 


Some sources are locked behind a pay-wall. This is how newspapers and journals earn their 
revenue. While you could pay for a subscription to view the sources, there are also other, slightly 
less legal methods. Websites such as Archive.org allow you to find full news articles without a 
paywall by using the WaybackMachine. Websites such as Sci-Hub (which has many instances) 
allow you to retrieve scientific papers for free. Websites such as Library Genesis (which also has 
many instances) allow you to retrieve PDFs of books for free. 


Question #11: What are your political affiliations ? 


I believe it is important that I reveal my political and philosophical convictions in case of a conflict 
of interest. I run the Cybro channel on YouTube and Odysee (beware of edge and angst!), in which I 
discuss my philosophical beliefs. I am a fan of the expression ‘information wants to be free’. My 
opinions about some cultural topics (such as assimilation) and economic topics (such as regulations) 
are often thought of as right-wing, but I am otherwise left-wing. 


Question #12: What is this document’s license? 


I would say it’s in the public domain. Do whatever you want with this document, no need to ask me 
for anything. I would like the document not to be edited unless I made an error. If you’re planning 
on writing a debunk, response, or comment of this document, go right ahead. You could even copy 
excerpts from it. 


Chapter I — Health 
VACCINES 


The scientific consensus is that the available vaccines are safe and work if used as intended. There 
are many claims made against vaccines and vaccinations by the ‘anti-vaxxer’ movement. 


Claim #1: Vaccines cause autism. 


The overwhelming scientific consensus is that there is no causal connection between any vaccine 


and autism. This claim stems from the 1998 paper Ileal-lymphoid-nodular hyperplasia, non-specific 
colitis, and pervasive developmental disorder in children. This paper was retracted by its journal, 
The Lancet, and 10 of its 12 co-authors retracted its interpretation: 


1. https://www.thelancet.com/journals/lancet/article/PIIS0140-6736(10)60175-4/ 
2. https://www.thelancet.com/journals/lancet/article/PIIS0140-6736(04)15715-2/ 
3. https://www.theguardian.com/society/2010/feb/02/lancet-retracts-mmr-paper 


The investigative reporter Brian Deer exposed that the paper had been published in an attempt at 
fraud by the then doctor Andrew Wakefield. The plot was centered around smearing the MMR 
(Measels, Mumps, and Rubella) vaccine to promote the use and sale of separate vaccines against 
each disease: 


https://briandeer.com/mmr-lancet.htm 

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC534460/ 

https://www.bmj.com/content/342/bmj.c7452.full 

https://archive.ph/20130505142616/http://www.thesundaytimes.co.uk/sto/public/news/ 

article148992.ece 

5. https://web.archive.org/web/20070223155047/http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/ 
newspapers/sunday_times/britain/article1265373.ece 

6. https://www.nytimes.com/2011/01/13/opinion/13thu2.html 


Sie 


There is a more in-depth dive on Wikipedia about this event here: 
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Lancet MMR _ autism fraud 


No formal link has been established between the MMR vaccine, or any other vaccine, and autism: 


https://www.cdc.govw/vaccinesafety/concerns/autism.html 
https://jamanetwork.com/journals/jama/fullarticle/2275444 
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/25562790/ 
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gow/24814559/ 
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gow/23545349/ 
http://lib.ajaums.ac.ir/booklist/955899.pdf (Page 237). 
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Claim #2: Vaccines contain unsafe ingredients. 


The two chemicals that are often cited as unsafe ingedients are thimerosal and aluminum. 
Remember this: the dose makes the poison. 


Thimerosal is an adjuvant. Adjuvants are an ingredient in some vaccines that helps create a stronger 
immune response in people receiving the vaccine. In other words, adjuvants help vaccines work 
better: 


1. https://www.cdc.gov/vaccinesafety/concerns/adjuvants.html 
2. https://www.cdc.gov/vaccinesafety/concerns/thimerosal/index.html 





Understanding Thimerosal, Mercury, and Vaccine Safety: 
https://www.cdc.gow/vaccines/hcp/patient-ed/conversations/downloads/vacsafe-thimerosal-color- 
office.pdf 
¢ Thimerosal is a compound that contains mercury that is used as a preservative in certain 
vaccines to prevent the growth of bacteria. In 1999, the U.S public health service 
recommended the removal of thimerosal in childhood vaccines to reduce infant exposure to 
mercury. This was a precautionary measure. Thimerosal was never proven to be dangerous. 
¢ Thimerosal contains ethylmercury which is different from methylmercury. Methylmercury is 
what is found in bodies of water, fish, or other food. High amounts of methylmercury is 
dangerous to the nervous system. 
¢ Ethylmercury is broken down differently and quickly by the blood and exists in such low 
levels in vaccines as to be completely safe. 
¢ Other than the flu vaccine, Thimerosal has been removed from childhood vaccines since 
2001. (Flu vaccine has a thimerosal-free dose for children) 





Aluminum is another adjuvant. It is one of the most common metals found in nature, and can even 
be found in higher doses than in vaccines in human breast milk and formula. It is completely safe in 
the doses employed in vaccines: 


https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/20010978/ 


https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/22001122/ 
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/12184359/ 


https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/34177902/ 
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Claim #3: Vaccines are unsafe in some other kind of way. 


A review of clinical trials of human papillomavirus prophylactic vaccines: 
https://europepmc.org/article/pmc/pmc4636904?javascript_support=no 
¢ Overview of clinical trial results of two Human Papillomavirus (HPV) vaccines. 
* Found both vaccines are highly effective at producing an immune response in preventing 
anogenital infection. 
¢ Both vaccines were found to be extremely safe with risk of serious adverse effects related to 
the vaccine low and similar to the control group. 





Do immunisations reduce the risk for SIDS? A meta-analysis: 
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/17400342/ 





* Meta-analysis examining the relationship between immunization and SIDS (Sudden Infant 
Death Syndrome). 

¢ Examined nine case-control studies that found either no association or found an association 
with a reduced risk of SIDS. 

¢ “TImmunisations are associated with a halving of the risk of SIDS. There are biological 
reasons why this association may be causal, but other factors, such as the healthy vaccine 
effect, may be important. Immunisations should be part of the SIDS prevention campaigns.” 


Vaccines for measles, mumps, rubella, and varicella in children: 
https://www.cochranelibrary.com/cdsr/doi/10.1002/14651858.CD004407.pub4/full 
¢ Massive systematic review of the effectiveness, safety, and long-and-short term risks 
associated with MMR (measles, mumps, and rubella) vaccine. 
¢ Included 138 studies (over 23 million participants) and found that children who received all 
three doses of MMR were 96% protected from measles and also 96% of preventing further 
spread. 
¢ There was evidence of an association between MMR vaccine and a small risk of idiopathic 
thrombocytopaenic purpura (ITP). However, the risk is twice as high if infected with MMR. 
* Reporters followed 13 million children who received the vaccine and found no association 
between MMR vaccine and autism. 





Measles Vaccination: Myths and Facts: https://www.idsociety.org/public-health/measles/myths-and- 
facts/ 
¢ There have been no recorded deaths from the MMR vaccine. 
¢ There have been some rare cases of death from side effects of the vaccine among children 
with compromised immune systems. These children are also not recommended to get the 
vaccination (see note below). 
¢ The vaccine prevents thousands of death each year. 


Note: Herd immunity is a way to protect those who can not get vaccinated, such as individuals who 
suffer from allergies to the ingredients of the vaccine or have compromised immune systems. 


SARS-CoV-2 Infections and Hospitalizations Among Persons Aged =16 Years, by Vaccination 
Status: https://www.cdc.gov/mmwr/volumes/70/wr/mm7034e5.htm 
¢ Unvaccinated people are 29 times more likely to be hospitalized than vaccinated people. 
¢ Unvaccinated people are 5 times more likely to be infected with COVID than vaccinated 
people. 


Safety of the BNT162b2 mRNA Covid-19 Vaccine in a Nationwide Setting: 
https://www.nejm.org/doi/full/10.1056/NEJMoa2110475 
¢ This study finds a slight increase in the risk of myocarditis as a result of the COVID 
vaccine, however it also finds a larger increase in the chance of myocarditis as a result of 
COVID itself. 
¢ Considering the amount of vaccine doses given, the chance of getting myocarditis is 
insanely small. 





The Pfizer vaccine has been fully FDA-approved: https://www.fda.gov/news-events/press- 
announcements/fda-approves-first-covid-19-vaccine 


There are many claims about ‘vaccine overload’ — that administering multiple vaccines to a child in 
quick succession could harm the child in some way. These claims are baseless: 


https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0264410X06002672 
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0264410X06005962 


https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0889856 103000973 
https://academic.oup.com/cid/article/48/4/456/284219 
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Adverse-events-following-immunization%3A- 
perception-Bonhoeffer-Heininger/b4aae434337cd6e9cdc415b0ab47869524fe957a 

6. https://publications.aap.org/pediatrics/article-abstract/111/3/653/79883/Addressing-Parents- 
Concerns-Do-Vaccines-Cause?redirectedFrom=fulltext 


7. https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC2680557/ 
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The claim that COVID-19 vaccination can affect fertility is also baseless: 


https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/35051292/ 
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0002937821001873 


https://www.nature.com/articles/s41577-021-00525-y 
https://www.ajog.org/article/S0002-9378(20)31177-7/fulltext 


https://www.nejm.org/doi/full/10.1056/NEJMoa2104983 
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COVID-19 
COVID-19 is the disease and the virus that causes the disease is SARS-CoV-2. 


Claim #1: COVID-19 is not ‘dangerous’. 


[COVID-19] Illness Severity: https://www.cdc.gov/coronavirus/2019-ncovw/hcp/clinical-guidance- 


management-patients.html 
¢ “A large cohort that included more than 44,000 people with COVID-19 from China, showed 


that illness severity can range from mild to critical:” 
¢ Mild to moderate (mild symptoms up to mild pneumonia): 81% 
* Severe (dyspnea, hypoxia, or more than 50% lung involvement on imaging): 14% 
* Critical (respiratory failure, shock, or multiorgan system dysfunction): 5% 


WHO Coronavirus (COVID-19) Dashboard: https://covid19.who.int/ 
¢ At the time of writing, there have been just over 500 million confirmed cases of COVID-19, 
including over 6 million deaths. 


More than 50 long-term effects of COVID-19: a systematic review and meta-analysis: 
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41598-021-95565-8 
* “Tt was estimated that 80% of the infected patients with [COVID-19] developed one or more 
long-term symptoms. The five most common symptoms were fatigue (58%), headache 
(44%), attention disorder (27%), hair loss (25%), and dyspnea (24%)” 


New study into long-term impacts of lung see after COVID- 19: 
i wukri.org/ / 





° Covid can cause severe shortness of a and difficulty performing everyday tasks without 
becoming winded. 


Other symptoms: 
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https://www.ecdc.europa.eu/en/covid-19/latest-evidence/clinical 
https://bmjophth.bmj.com/content/5/1/e000632 


https://www.aad.org/public/diseases/coronavirus/covid-toes 
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC7438535/ 








Claim #2: SARS-CoV-2 is man-made. 


The conspiracy theory that COVID-19 is a man-made bio-weapon is completely baseless. The 
anatomy of the SARS-CoV-2 virus has revealed numerous features that hint towards a ‘natural’ 


origin: 
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https://leelabvirus.host/covid19/origins-part3 


https://www.nature.com/articles/d41586-020-01541-z 
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC7156161/ 


https://www.cell.com/current-biology/pdf/S0960-9822(20)30662-X.pdf 


https://virological.org/t/tackling-rumors-of-a-suspicious-origin-of-ncov2019/384 
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/pdf/10.1080/22221751.2020.1727299 











Note: This does not discount the lab leak theory. It is possible for the pandemic having started from 
a lab leak, but there is not enough evidence to prove this assertion. However, there is enough 
evidence to disprove that the disease was intentionally engineered. 


Claim #3: Hydroxychloroquine, chloroquine, and or ivermectin can treat COVID-19. 


The scientific consensus is that Hydroxychloroquine and chloroquine are ineffective against 
COVID-19 and may even worsen outcomes: 
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https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC7813508/ 
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/32173110/ 
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41467-021-22446-z 
https://www.bmj.com/content/370/bmj.m3379 
https://www.clinicalmicrobiologyandinfection.com/article/S1198-743X(21)00040-9/fulltext 
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC7267640/ 
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC7207200/ 
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC7138336/ 
https://web.archive.org/web/20210414204403/https://www.ashp.org/-/media/assets/ 


pharmacy-practice/resource-centers/Coronavirus/docs/ASHP-COVID-19-Evidence- 
Table.ashx 

















The scientific consensus is that ivermectin is ineffective against COVID-19: 


1; 
ps 
3. 





https://www.cochranelibrary.com/cdsr/doi/10.1002/14651858.CD015017.pub2/full 


https://academic.oup.com/cid/article/74/6/1022/6310839?login=false 
https://www.bmj.com/content/370/bmj.m3379 








treatment-covid-19-outside-randomised-clinical-trials 





5. https://www.fda.gov/consumers/consumer-updates/why-you-should-not-use-ivermectin- 
treat-or-prevent-covid-19 


6. https://emergency.cdc.gow/han/2021/pdf/CDC HAN 449.pdf 





Claim #4: Face masks and social distancing do not help mitigate COVID-19. 


An evidence review of face masks against COVID-19: 
https://www.pnas.org/doi/10.1073/pnas.2014564118 
¢ Massive systematic review of the literature surrounding how well masks protect against 
COVID-19. 
¢ “Our review of the literature offers evidence in favor of widespread mask use as source 
control to reduce community transmission” 





The Effectiveness of Social Distancing in Mitigating COVID-19 Spread: a modelling analysis: 
https://www.medrxiv.org/content/10.1101/2020.03.20.20040055v1 
¢ “The application of all four social distancing interventions: school closure, workplace non- 
attendance, increased case isolation, and community contact reduction is highly effective in 
flattening the epidemic curve, reducing the maximum daily case numbers, and lengthening 
outbreak duration.” 


OTHER 
Claim #1: Masturbation is unhealthy. 


Websites such as NoFap.com claim that masturbation is unhealthy. The scientific consensus is that 
masturbation is healthy and a psychologically normal habit. 


The scientific consensus is that masturbation is healthy: 


1. https://www.merckmanuals.com/professional/special-subjects/sexuality/overview-of- 
sexuality 

https://academic.oup.com/jsh/article-abstract/37/4/1065/945972 
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/BF01532257 


https://www.psychologytoday.com/intl/blog/insight-therapy/201009/the-masturbation-gap 
https://books.google.se/books?id=-4jCBAAAQBAJ&pg=PA363&redir_ esc= 





https://link.springer.com/content/pdf/10.1007/s10508-019-01623-8.pdf 
https://www.salon.com/2000/05/09/masturbate/ 


Soe) oe 


However, it can become unhealthy if it is compulsive. Everything You Need to Know About 
Masturbation ‘Addiction’: https://www.healthline.com/health/masturbation-addiction 


The WHO and ICD-11 recognize compulsive sexual behavior disorder (CSBD) as an "impulsive 
control disorder”, but not an addiction. The DSM-5 does not recognize CSBD. 
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Note: Addiction in medical literature does not have the same meaning as the colloquial usage. 
Addiction specifies a set of similar and predictable brain changes, something that ‘pornography 
addicts’ do not fully fulfill. However, some are: 


1. https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4677151/ 
2. https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0149763416302627 


3. https://www.healthline.com/health/pornography-addiction 





The effects of pornography lack scientific consensus. Pornography consumption is correlated with 
less relationship satisfaction, sexual satisfaction, and in men, less sexual desire for their partner: 


1. https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1111/pere.12267 


2. https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/00224499.2010.543960 
3. https://www.psychologytoday.com/intl/blog/talking-apes/202008/how-porn-affects- 


relationships 








Claim #2: This alternate medicine works. 


Alternate medicine is any practice that aims to achieve the same results as conventional medicine, 
but is untested, untestable, or disproven. 


The overwhelming scientific consensus is that these practices are ineffective, such as: 
Acupuncture: 


http://www.dcscience.net/Ernst-2011-AcupunctAlleviatePainRiskReview.pdf 


https://www.jpsmjournal.com/article/S0885-3924(08)00452-1/fulltext 
http://www.dcscience.net/Colquhoun-Novella-A&A-2013.pdf 


https://www.mn.uio.no/fysikk/english/research/projects/bioimpedance/publications/ 


papers/meridian_rev.pdf 
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Chiropractic: 





1. https://www.jpsmjournal.com/article/S0885-3924(07)00783-X/fulltext 


2. https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/21952385/ 
3. https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0091743509002205 





Conversion therapy: 





1. https://whatweknow.inequality.cornell.edu/topics/lgbt-equality/what-does-the-scholarly- 


research-say-about-whether-conversion-therapy-can-alter-sexual-orientation-without- 
causing-harm/ 

2. https://web.archive.org/web/20160401032405/http://drdoughaldeman.com/doc/Pseudo- 
Science.pdf 


3. https://www.apa.org/pi/lgbt/resources/just-the-facts.pdf 
4. https://www.apa.org/pi/lgbt/resources/therapeutic-response.pdf 
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Homeopathy: 


or te So 


https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC1177924/ 
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC1874503/ 





https://www.mja.com.au/journal/2010/192/8/homeopathy-what-does-best-evidence-tell-us 





https://cdn.centerforinquiry.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/29/2012/11/22164241/p39.pdf 
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.2042-7166.2012.01162.x 
https://sciencebasedmedicine.org/fun-with-homeopaths-and-meta-analyses-of-homeopathy- 
trials/ 

https://easac.eu/fileadmin/PDF s/reports_statements/ 

EASAC Homepathy statement _web_final.pdf 











Miracle Mineral Solution (MMS): 


1 


as 


os 


https://web.archive.org/web/20070710214037/http://www.emea.europa.eu/pdfs/vet/mrls/ 
sodiumchlorite.pdf 


https://www.fda.gov/news-events/press-announcements/fda-warns-consumers-about- 
dangerous-and-potentially-life-threatening-side-effects-miracle-mineral 
https://web.archive.org/web/20120520125838/http://food.gov.uk/news/newsarchive/2010/ 
sep/mms 








And many more. 


Note: Many of the reported benefits from alternate medicines can come down to the placebo effect. 


Claim #3: HIV does not cause AIDS. 


AIDS is the disease and the virus that causes the disease is HIV. 


The overwhelming scientific consensus is that HIV causes AIDS: 


1. 


ote ye 
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https://web.archive.org/web/20140326035510/https://aidsinfo.nih.gov/news/528/the- 
evidence-that-hiv-causes-aids (This page alone does the job!). 
https://www.nature.com/articles/nm0406-369 
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC1949841/ 
https://www.newscientist.com/article/mg20227131-500-aids-denial-a-lethal-delusion/ 
https://econtent.hogrefe.com/doi/10.1027/1016-9040/a000175 











Chapter IT — Geoscience 
CLIMATE 


Proponents of climate change denial, who refer to themselves as ‘climate change skeptics’, claim 
that the climate is not warming or that it is but not because of human activity. The scientific 
consensus is that the climate is rapidly warming because of human greenhouse gas emissions. 


Note that global warming in this context is the recent rise in temperatures. 
Claim #1: The climate is not changing because of human activity. 


The overwhelming scientific consensus is that the climate is warming due to human activity. Over 
99% of publishing climate scientists agree on anthropogenic climate change: 


https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0270467619886266. 


Older estimates of consensus place it at around 97-98%: 


1. https://agupubs.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1002/2013EF000226 
2. https://www.pnas.org/content/107/27/12107.abstract 
3. https://iopscience.iop.org/article/10.1088/1748-9326/8/2/024024/meta 


The Causes of Climate Change: https://climate.nasa.gov/causes/ 

¢ “Qver the last century the burning of fossil fuels like coal and oil has increased the 
concentration of atmospheric carbon dioxide (COz2). This happens because the coal or oil 
burning process combines carbon with oxygen in the air to make CO). To a lesser extent, the 
clearing of land for agriculture, industry, and other human activities has increased 
concentrations of greenhouse gases.” 

¢ “Tn its Fifth Assessment Report, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, a group of 
1,300 independent scientific experts from countries all over the world under the auspices of 
the United Nations, concluded there's a more than 95 percent probability that human 
activities over the past 50 years have warmed our planet.” 


Climate myths: Human CO2 emissions are too tiny to matter: 
https://www.newscientist.com/article/dn11638-climate-myths-human-co2-emissions-are-too-tiny- 





to-matter/ 
¢ Measurements of CO: of the last 50 years after volcanic eruptions show no significant rises. 
¢ Current human emissions of CO, are around 100 times larger than those of volcanoes. 
¢ The eruption of Mt. Pinatubo in 1991, the strongest eruption in the last 50 years, showed no 
increase either. 


The denialism of human-caused global warming is mostly funded by the fossil-fuel industry, who 
have a profit incentive for doing so: 


1. https:/Awww.cnbc.com/2020/12/20/the-big-business-of-climate-change-denial-.html 
2. https://www.scientificamerican.com/article/dark-money-funds-climate-change-denial-effort/ 
3. https://www.iflscience.com/environment/who-funds-the-climate-change-denial-movement/ 
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Claim #2: Water vapor causes 98% of the greenhouse effect. 


Water vapor is indeed a major greenhouse gas, contributing up to around 70% (not 98%) of the total 
greenhouse effect. However, water vapor has a very short atmospheric lifetime (about 10 days), 
compared with decades to centuries for greenhouse gases like CO2 or nitrous oxide. As a result it is 
very nearly in a dynamic equilibrium in the atmosphere, which globally maintains a nearly constant 
relative humidity. In simpler terms, any excess water vapor is removed by rainfall, and any deficit 
of water vapor is replenished by evaporation from the Earth's surface, which literally has oceans of 
water. Thus water vapor can not act as a driver of climate change: 


1. https://web.archive.org/web/20060330013311/http://www.atmo.arizona.edu/students/ 
courselinks/spring04/atmo451b/pdf/RadiationBudget.pdf 


2. https://www.giss.nasa.gov/research/briefs/2010_ schmidt _05/ 
3. https://www.realclimate.org/index.php/archives/2005/04/water-vapour-feedback-or-forcing/ 








Claim #3: Scientists used to claim that the climate was cooling. 


Some scientists did conjecture, especially during the slightly cooler early 1970s, that the climate 
was cooling and or entering an ice age. However, the then scientific consensus was already set on 
that the climate would continue to become warmer: 


1. https://nora.nerc.ac.uk/id/eprint/11584/1/2008bams2370%252E1.pdf 


2. https://history.aip.org/climate/20ctrend.htm 
3. https://history.aip.org/climate/cycles.htm 








As an example, here is a report from the Study of Critical Environmental Problems published in 
1970. It reported the possibility that increased carbon dioxide in the atmosphere could warm the 
climate and mentions nothing of cooling. Man's impact on the global environment; assessment and 


recommendations for action: https://archive.org/details/mansimpactonglob0000stud 


An example that makes a mention of cooling would be the National Science Board's Patterns and 
Perspectives in Environmental Science report of 1972: 
https://archive.org/details/patternsperspectOOnati 
¢ "Judging from the record of the past interglacial ages, the present time of high temperatures 
should be drawing to an end, to be followed by a long period of considerably colder 
temperatures leading into the next glacial age some 20,000 years from now. [...] However, it 
is possible, or even likely, that human interference has already altered the environment so 
much that the climatic pattern of the near future will follow a different path." 


The first paper to draw a connection between CO, and the possibility of global warming was 


published in 1856: https://archive.org/details/mobot31753002152491 
¢ “An atmosphere of that gas [CO2] would give to our earth a high temperature.” 
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Claim #4: The climate is not warming because it is snowing in this place. 


World Meteorological Organization’s FAQs: 
https://web.archive.org/web/20210423124159/https://(www.wmo.int/pages/prog/wcp/ccl/fags.php 
* Climate change takes into account the entire Earth’s climate. This means that while some 
areas might cool, overall, the entire Earth will have warmed. 





Claim #5: Global sea ice has increased over the last 30 years. 


Claims that global sea ice amounts have stayed the same or increased are a result of cherry picking 
two data points to compare, while ignoring the real (strongly statistically significant) downward 
trend in measurements of global sea ice amounts: 





2. sins fiopscience. iop. org/article/10.1088/1748- 9326/aae3ec 

3. https://tc.copernicus.org/articles/10/2191/2016/ 

4. https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S092181811100097X 
5. https://agupubs.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/2013GL058951 


In the southern hemisphere, whaling records show that the ice edge was shifting southwards by the 
mid-twentieth century. 


1. https://www.nature.com/articles/37956 

2. https:/ink.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10584-008-9473-2 

3. https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0967063706003074 
4. https://earthobservatory.nasa.gov/features/Sealce 


Some glaciers might grow sometimes. However, accounting for all glaciers, more melts away than 
freezes back. See claim #4. 


Greenland and Antarctic ice sheets: https://www.eea.europa.eu/data-and-maps/indicators/greenland- 
ice-sheet-3/assessment 


¢ Greenland Ice Loss from 1992 to 2015 was 3,600 Gigatonnes (3,500,000,000,000,000 
kilograms). 

* Contributed to global sea level rise by approximately 10 mm. 

¢ Antarctica loss is 1,500 Gigatonnes (1,500,000,000,000,000 Kilograms). 

¢ Corresponds to approximately a 5 mm global sea level rise since 1992. 

* Model projections suggest further declines of the polar ice sheets in the future, but the 
uncertainties are large. 

¢ The melting of the polar ice sheets is estimated to contribute up to 50 cm of global sea level 
rise during the 21st century. 


CREATIONISM 


This section mainly deals with young Earth creationism (YEC). The overwhelming scientific 
consensus is that the Earth is about 4.5 billion years old and that organisms undergo evolution. 


15 


Claim #1: The Earth is about 6,000 years old. 
This claim is ‘not even wrong’ but will be included due to how common it is. 


The overwhelming scientific consensus from a vast array of disciplines — geology, genetics, 
archaeology, paleontology, glaciology, astronomy, chemistry, physics, linguistics, biology, and so 
many more — completely reject the notion that the Earth is only thousands of years old: 


https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/0012821X80900242 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1144/GSL.SP.2001.190.01.14 


https://pubs.usgs.gov/gip/geotime/age.html 
https://www.scientificamerican.com/article/how-science-figured-out-the-age-of-the-earth/ 





a sepa 





Uranium-lead dating of zircon from Jack Hills, Australia — 4.4 billion years old: 


https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1046/j.1400-0952.2003.01042.x 
https://www.nature.com/articles/35051550 





How Good Are Those Young-Earth Arguments ?: 
https://www.talkorigins.org/faqs/hovind/howgood.html 


The problem is that many YECs will claim that evidence which goes against their belief is 
inherently false or fraudulent in some way. This makes their belief unfalsifiable. This is because 
YEC is a religious belief, not a theory. 


Claim #2: Fossils show that these organisms were the same millions of years ago. 


So-called ‘living fossils’ have been used as evidence that evolution is false. An example would be 
the horseshoe crab, which have fossil record stretching back to at least 480 million years ago. Even 
after all that time, they are very similar in appearance. Pictorial Atlas of Fossil and Extant 
Horseshoe Crabs, With Focus on Xiphosurida: 


https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/feart.2020.00098/full 


This claim is a misunderstanding of the fundamentals of the theory of evolution. Populations do not 
have to change their niche if they are already adapted to a viable niche which they fulfill. This 
means that while they still evolve (the population’s genetics slowly change from generation to 
generation) they do not have to further adapt to their surroundings, unless they were to change: 


1. https://www.cell.com/trends/ecology-evolution/fulltext/S0169-5347(14)00211-0? 


returnURL=https%3A %2F%2Flinkinghub.elsevier.com%2Fretrieve%2Fpii 
%2FS0169534714002110%3Fshowall%3Dtrue 


2. https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/bies.201200145 
3. https://peerj.com/articles/62/ 











Going back to the horseshoe crabs, this means that their lifestyle of feeding on the seafloor has been 
consistently successful for hundreds of millions of years, meaning that they did not have to further 
adapt. Remember this: ‘if it ain't broke, don't fix it.’ 
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Claim #3: One kind can not give to another. 


‘Kind’ is an arbitrary classification that does not reflect the real world accurately. There is still not a 
scientific consensus on what exactly defines a species due to factors such as interbreeding and 
hybridization. Evolution is a slow process were speciation can take thousands or millions of years. 
In some organisms, however, it can be observed due to their short life-cycle and quick reproduction 
rates. These organisms include flies and bacteria: 


1. https://www.nature.com/articles/230289a0 
2. https://www.science.org/doi/10.1126/science.1736360 





This claim is also similar to the ‘humans can’t have come from chimpanzees’ claim. This is true. 
Humans and chimpanzees share a common ancestor that they both derive from. Its population 
spread out into multiple niches, and over millions of years of adaptation, we get the large amount of 
differences between humans and chimpanzees. 


This common ancestor would not have been a ‘mix’ of human and chimpanzee in appearance. It 
was most likely similar to a chimpanzee, but not exactly like one. This is because it possibly had a 
similar niche (see claim #2). Fossils such as those of Sahelanthropus, Graecopithecus, and 
Ardipithecus show this. 


Claim #4: There are not enough transitional fossils. 


There are. Almost Every Single Transitional Fossil Discovered (2017): 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=OugFUdgN Yhg 


OTHER 
Claim #1: The Earth is flat. 
This claim is ‘not even wrong’ but will be included due to how common it is. 


The overwhelming scientific consensus from a vast array of disciplines — physics, geology, 
astronomy, geography, meteorology, engineering, architecture, military strategy, and so many more 
— completely reject the notion that the Earth is flat. What does it take to believe the world is flat?: 
https://www.bostonglobe.com/ideas/2017/10/28/what-does-take-believe-world-flat/ 
Ogdgl2JMPhBpgJK5mGXPkU/story.html 


The problem is that many flat Earth proponents will claim that evidence which goes against their 


belief is inherently false or fraudulent in some way. This makes their belief unfalsifiable. This is 
because believing in a flat Earth is often a religious belief, not a theory. 
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Chapter III — People 


SCIENTIFIC RACISM 


(Also known as racism, racialism, biological racism, and race science, and by its proponents as race 
realism and human bio-diversity (HBD). In some contexts it is referred to as hereditarianism). 


The overwhelming scientific consensus is that humans can not be divided into distinct racial 
groupings that are superior or inferior to each other: 


. https://www.jstor.org/stable/j.ctv7hOs6j (Pages 346-361). 
. https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC5299519/ 
. https://physanth.org/about/position-statements/aapa-statement-race-and-racism-2019/ 


1 
2 
3 
4. https://www.cell.com/ajhg/fulltext/S0002-9297(18)30363-X 
5. 
6 
7 
8 
2. 
il 


https://www.nature.com/articles/ng1439 


. https://www.press.uillinois.edu/books/?id=p074639 
. https://archive.org/details/mismeasureofmanOOgoulrich/ 
. https: archive. org/details/superiorreturnof0000sain 





0. https://www. genome. gov/about-genomics/fact-sheets/Eugenics-and-Scientific-Racism 


While once a common belief in intellectual circles during the 19" century, it has been outdone by 
the field of genetics. 


Larger Genetic Differences Within Africans Than Between Africans and Eurasians: 
https://www.genetics.org/content/161/1/269 


There are larger genetic differences within african populations than between africans and 
eurasians. 

In other words, race does not indicate significant genetic differences and is only phenotypic 
in nature. 


Genetic Similarities Within and Between Human Populations: 
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC1893020/ 
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Further explores human genetic similarities between and within races. 

Prompt: "How often is a pair of individuals from one population genetically more dissimilar 
than two individuals chosen from two different populations?”. 

Analyzed three distinct populations: European, African, and East Asian 

After analyzing the genetic similarity of 1000s of loci, they came to the conclusion that 
never was the answer (alt-right will spam this answer, but will pay no attention to the 
following). 

“On the other hand, if the entire world population were analyzed, the inclusion of many 
closely related and admixed populations would increase. This is illustrated by the fact that 
Formula and the classification error rates, CC and CT, all remain greater than zero when 
such populations are analyzed, despite the use of >10,000 polymorphisms (Table 1, 
microarray data set; Figure 2D).” 

However, measuring similarity using smaller numbers of loci yielded substantial overlap 
between these populations. Rates of between-population similarity also increased when 
geographically intermediate and admixed populations were included in the analysis. 
Research comes to the same conclusion: “Most human genetic variation is found within 
populations, not between them”. 


Genetic Structure of Human Populations: 
https://web.stanford.edu/group/rosenberglab/papers/popstruct.pdf 
¢ Only 7.4% of over 4000 alleles were specific to one geographical region. 
¢ Even when region-specific alleles did appear, they only occurred in about 1% of the people 
from that region—hardly enough to be any kind of trademark. 





Supplementary information for “Genetic structure of human populations”: 
https: //rosenberglab.stanford.edu/supplements/popstructSupp.pdf 
Over 92% of alleles were found in two or more regions, and almost half of the alleles 
studied were present in all seven major geographical regions. 
¢ The observation that the vast majority of the alleles were shared over multiple regions, or 
even throughout the entire world, points to the fundamental similarity of all people around 
the world—an idea that has been supported by many other studies. 





Human races are not like dog breeds: refuting a racist analogy: https://evolution- 
outreach.biomedcentral.com/track/pdf/10.1186/s12052-019-0109-y.pdf 





Population Genomics and the Statistical Values of Race: An Interdisciplinary Perspective on the 
Biological Classification of Human Populations and Implications for Clinical Genetic 
Epidemiological Research: https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4756148/ 
¢ The genomic and statistical evidence currently available shows that phylogenetic and 
genetic similarity-based concepts of race fail to be applicable to humans even under minimal 
rational theoretical principles currently accepted in population genetics/genomics. 





Claim #1: There is a genetic link between race and intelligence. 


The scientific consensus is that genetics do not explain differences in IQ test performance between 
groups, and that observed differences are therefore environmental in origin: 


1. https://cehg.stanford.edu/letter-from-population-geneticists * 

2. https://physanth.org/about/position-statements/aapa-statement-race-and-racism-2019/ 

3. https://www.nature.com/news/intelligence-research-should-not-be-held-back-by-its-past- 
1.22021 

4. https://www.researchgate.net/publication/ 


221736530 Intelligence New Findings and Theoretical Developments 











* This statement was signed by 143 senior human population geneticists. 


It should be noted that the validity of IQ scores is in itself not under scientific consensus. This 
means that scientists are still in debate. IQ has correlations with genetics, however, see the main 
section about scientific racism and how there is more genetic variation within than between races. 


The average IQ scores of the populations of many nations is growing, especially in poorer regions 
which otherwise have a lower average IQ: 


1. https://doi.apa.org/doiLanding?doi=10.1037%2Fa0037173 


2. https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/1745691615577701 
3. https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0160289614001718 
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Straightening the Bell Curve: https://www.amazon.com/Straightening-Bell-Curve-Stereotypes- 
Intelligence/dp/1612341918 





“A consistent 15-20 point IQ differential existed between the more economically privileged, 
better educated, urban-based, English-speaking whites and the lower-scoring, rural-based, 
poor, white Afrikaners. To avoid comparisons that would have led to political tensions 
between the two white groups, South African IQ testers squelched discussion about genetic 
differences between the two European ethnicities. They solved the problem by composing a 
modified version of the IQ test in Afrikaans. In this way, they were able to normalize scores 
between the two white cultural groups.” 


Claim #2: There is a taboo on race and intelligence in the scientific community. 


The Mythical Taboo on Race and Intelligence: 
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/full/10.1177/1089268020953622 





Analysis of 4 core arguments hereditarians make in their claims about being silenced: 

1. Experts in the topic broadly agree that there is good scientific support for the idea that 
there are important genetic contributions to differences in intelligence and other socially 
important traits between the races. 

2. The ideas expressed in #1 are strictly scientific and must be evaluated as nonpolitical 
ideas. (Note: race, and IQ research is inseparable from social policy). 

3. This scientific fact is opposed for political, not scientific reasons. Those reasons include 
a blind adherence to unscientific doctrines of human equality and liberal bias. 

4. The opposition to hereditarian scientists takes the form of character assassination, unfair 
prohibitions on publishing, and funding of their research, employment insecurity, 
physical threats, and physical attacks. 

All four are misconstrued or false in some way or another. 


Claim 1: “Hereditarians are thus left with the improbable position that their work is stifled and 
difficult to publish while simultaneously claiming they have established firm conclusions and 
achieved wide acceptance.” 


Cofnas 20, Meisenburg 19, and others would claim hereditarian research is being stifled or 
is more difficult to publish while also claiming “that their position on race differences in 
intelligence is strongly and widely supported by others in the field.” 

They would cite Snyderman 88 or Rindermann’s surveys to prove that their claims are 
accepted by the academic community but cite anecdotal evidence for the difficulty of 
publishing their work due to “Equalitarian Dogma” (as seen in Clark & Winegard 20). 
Even so, these surveys are abundant with issues including taking opinions of researchers 
from different fields, only hereditarian researchers at times, and low response rates. 

If anything, there is a publication leniency, (as seen in Panofsky 14) that hereditarian 
publishing is tolerated as controversy generates publicity. 








Claim 2: “Claims about media coverage require empirical evidence but hereditarians seldom 
provide any (e.g., Jensen quoted in Miele, 2002, p. 79; Woodley of Menie et al., 2018). In the well- 
established field of science communication, judging the accuracy of media coverage of science 
requires longitudinal and comparative studies based on a wide range of resources” (Random quotes 
from Rushton & Jensen about the media with no backing is not sufficient). 
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Claim 3: While researchers in the past may have faced more repetitive and common harassment, 
this does not occur after publishing of The Bell Curve by Murray & Hernstein. 


Jensen himself said before his death that besides one 1999 incident, harassment against him 

had stopped. 

Carl and Woodley of Menie (2019) attempt to document “controversies” in intelligence 

research but things to note: 

o First, they do not report on the field of intelligence research, but only the much smaller 
field of research that focuses on race or gender differences in intelligence. 

© Second, they “decided not to exclude incidents just because the person concerned was 
not an intelligence researcher per se” (Carl & Woodley of Menie, 2019, p. 1), thus, they 
include people who have never researched intelligence. 

o Third, they only include people who advocate the hereditarian position on race/gender 
and IQ; anyone opposing that position is not listed even if they were involved in a 
controversy; thus Jensen is listed as being involved in “controversies,” but none of his 
intellectual opponents are listed, although logically they must have been as involved as 
Jensen was. 

Of the incidents reported by Carl and Woodley of Menie (2019), there are six physical 

“threats” listed since 1995, some of which are poorly documented (such as against that of 

Nijenhuis) and include protests against Charles Murray who is not a hereditarian researcher 

but a political scientist using hereditarianism to justify his own racist beliefs (even then, the 

protests at universities, for example, resulted in the students being reprimanded and Murray 
being invited again). 

“The point is not to engage in some sort of scorekeeping about which side of the issue has 

suffered the most but rather to point out that hereditarians who may face harassment do not 

do so because only one side of racial issues is “allowed” to be discussed publicly.” (if this 
claim by hereditarians were the case then we would not see a rise in violence and threats 

against anti-racist and feminist teachers (Lieberman, 2017)). 





Claim 4a: Unfair Denouncements. 


From Panofsky 14: “swaggering, aggressive disposition was more than a way to weather 
protests. It animated an approach to building the symbolic and material resources for 
securing scientific credibility and recognition, or scientific capital. For these behavior 
geneticists, the task was . . . to engage in polemical scientific attack, declaring themselves as 
crusaders who would rout the antigenetics heresy gripping behavioral science (p. 141). 
Pearson’s character assassinations suited this crusade perfectly.” 

In sum, while claiming to be victims of “unfair denouncements”, hereditarians such as 
Pearson and Sesardic often call those who disagree with their positions “Leftists” and 
“Marxists” (Pearson 1991; Sesardic 05; Taberny 15 (in the sesardic section of the SL)). 
Also: “Hereditarians cannot reasonably claim that there is a taboo on objective, value-free 
scientific research and simultaneously make alliances with, cite as authorities, and publish 
under the auspices of the most extreme-right racist figures on the political landscape. Nor 
can they justify attacking their critics as issuing fallacious ad hominem arguments by 
pointing out these connections.” (As we see in Carl & Woodley 19 where they defend 
Nijenhuis against attacks of his involvement in “neo-fascist” organizations). 





Claim 4b: Loss of Jobs. 


Once again, Carl & Woodley cite: “8 individuals lost full-time jobs or temporary positions 
[...]: Noah Carl, Frank Ellis, Gerhard Meisenberg, Bryan Pesta, Jason Richwine, Alessandro 
Sturmia, Larry Summers, and James Watson. In addition, three other individuals lost work at 
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least in part because of a “communication” related to psychometric intelligence. 
(Christopher Brand, Toby Young and Thilo Sarrazin; p. 2)” (from Carl & Woodley 19). 

¢ They misconstrued the context of each firing and even cite nonscientists (see full study). 

¢ Finally, while there certainly is no movement to silence hereditarians through the means 
listed above: 

e “there is a substantial scholarly literature that is almost never discussed or cited. We refer 
to the five decades of careful, archival investigations documenting the involvement of 
psychologists and the Pioneer Fund with the campaign to overturn the Brown decision and 
preserve segregation, anti-immigration activism, and active involvement with neo-Nazi 
groups (Billig, 1979; J. P. Jackson, 2005; Lombardo, 2002, 2003; Newby, 1969; Saini, 2019; 
Tucker, 1994, 2002, 2003, 2009; Winston, 1998)”. 


It should be noted that there is a well documented organized group of psychometricians that push 
for mainstream acceptance of racist, unscientific claims. It is known as the Pioneer Fund: 


1. https://oxfordre.com/psychology/view/10.1093/acrefore/9780190236557.001.0001/acrefore- 
9780190236557-e-516 
2. https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1002/ajpa.24150 


3. https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/full/10.1177/1089268020953622 








SEXUALITY 


This section concerns itself with the scientific consensus on sexuality and topics relating to 
sexuality. It does not cover the consensus on sexuality in regard to social sciences due to the reasons 
laid out in the introduction. 


Claim #1: Being gay is a choice. 


The overwhelming scientific consensus is that people do not choose to become homosexual or 
bisexual: 


1. https://publications.aap.org/pediatrics/article-abstract/113/6/1827/64422/Sexual-Orientation- 
and-Adolescents 


2. https://www.morganclaypool.com/doi/abs/10.4199/C00064ED1V01Y201208DBR008 

3. https://books.google.com/books?id=X8O_ wGedAYoC&pg=PA169&redir_esc=y 

4. https://books.google.com/books? 
id=fofaAgAAQBAJ&pg=PA82&redir_esc=y#v=onepage&qg&f=false 

5. https://blogs.scientificamerican.com/guest-blog/is-homosexuality-a-choice/ 

6. https://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2008/06/080628205430.htm 


They may however choose to act on those urges. 
See page 10 for the scientific consensus on conversion therapy. 


Some people claim that used to be gay and then became straight or vice versa. This can happen, but 
not by choice. It is called sexual fluidity and is well documented: 


1. https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3215279/ 
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https://journals.lww.com/stdjournal/Fulltext/2003/02000/ 
Concordance Between Sexual Behavior and_Sexual.3.aspx 


https://www.apa.org/topics/lgbtq/sexual-orientation 





Claim #2: Bisexuality does not exist. 


Bisexuality does exist in both males and females: 


Pak Le cL aie le a a 


https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/21763395/ 
https://www.nytimes.com/2011/08/23/health/23bisexual.html (Cites above study). 


https://onlinelibrary. wiley.com/doi/10.1002/jclp.1036 
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/1077800417735628 


https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/00224499.2017.1387755 
https://www.kenjiyoshino.com/articles/epistemiccontract.pdf 


https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/0959353508092093 











Claim #3: Homosexuals are more likely to molest children than heterosexuals. 


There is no evidence that homosexuals are any more likely to molest children than heterosexuals: 


i, 
2; 
3. 


z 


https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/8008535/ 
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/00224498909551494 


https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/the-british-journal-of-psychiatry/article/abs/ 
heterosexual-aversion-in-homosexual-males/ADB21D0163AF7C4B855FA95E96E80356 
https://doi.apa.org/doiLanding?doi=10.1037/abn0000212 
https://web.archive.org/web/20100419022239/http://psychology.ucdavis.edu/rainbow/ 
HTML/facts_molestation.html 
https://www.psychologytoday.com/intl/blog/fetishes-i-dont-get/201102/do-gay-men-have- 
more-sexual-interest-in-children 














Strangely enough, these studies show that homosexuals are just as likely as heterosexuals to be 
attracted to underage boys. 


Heterosexuality, homosexuality, and erotic age preference: 
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/00224498909551494 


“Heterosexual and homosexual males who erotically preferred physically mature partners 
were compared with respect to the erotic impact of the nonpreferred age groups (of the 
preferred gender) and the nonpreferred gender.” 

“Homosexual males who preferred physically mature partners responded no more to male 
children than heterosexual males who preferred physically mature partners responded to 
female children. Although heterosexual males showed a (slight) erotic aversion to the male 
stimuli, and homosexual males did not show an aversion to the female stimuli, this 
difference was minimal.” 
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Claim #4: Puberty blockers are unsafe. 


Puberty blockers, also called puberty inhibitors, are drugs used to postpone puberty in children. 
They are commonly prescribed to transgender youths. The scientific consensus is that puberty 
blockers are physically reversible and safe in the short-term, but data on long-term usage is 
inconclusive: 





https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/33320999/ 
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC6469959/ 
https://assets2.hrc.org/files/documents/SupportingCaringforTransChildren.pdf 


https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0306453015000943 
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0306453020301402 


https://www.nytimes.com/2021/05/11/well/family/what-are-puberty-blockers.html 


https://www.nhs.uk/conditions/gender-dysphoria/treatment/ 
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Claim #5: Transgender women do or do not have an advantage over cisgender women in sports. 
There does not seem to be a settled scientific consensus on the transgender sports debate. 


Transgender Women in the Female Category of Sport: Perspectives on Testosterone Suppression 
and Performance Advantage: https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC7846503/ 
¢ “T]he data show[s] that strength, lean body mass, muscle size and bone density are only 
trivially affected. The reductions observed in muscle mass, size, and strength are very small 
compared to the baseline differences between males and females in these variables, and thus, 
there are major performance and safety implications in sports where these attributes are 
competitively significant”. 
¢ After 24 months of testosterone suppression, bone mass is generally preserved. The review 
states that no study has reported muscle loss greater than 12% with testosterone suppression 
even after three years of hormone therapy. 
¢ Found that trans women are in the top 10% of females regarding lean body mass and possess 
a grip 25% stronger than most females. 


How does hormone transition in transgender women change body composition, muscle strength 
and haemoglobin? Systematic review with a focus on the implications for sport participation: 
https://bjsm.bmj.com/content/55/15/865 
¢ Found that significant decreases in measures of strength, lean body mass and muscle area 
were observed after 12 months of hormone therapy, while the values remained above those 
observed in cisgender women, even after 36 months, suggesting that trans women "may 
retain strength advantages over cisgender women." 
¢ Effects of longer duration therapy were unclear due to scarcity of data. 


However, there are papers with a different view. Sport and Transgender People: A Systematic 

Review of the Literature Relating to Sport Participation and Competitive Sport Policies: 

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC5357259/ 

* “Currently, there is no direct or consistent research suggesting transgender female 

individuals (or male individuals) have an athletic advantage at any stage of their transition 
(e.g. cross-sex hormones, gender-confirming surgery) and, therefore, competitive sport 
policies that place restrictions on transgender people need to be considered and potentially 
revised.” 
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Chapter ITV — Miscellaneous 


NUCLEAR POWER 


The scientific consensus is that modern nuclear power plant technologies are a safe source of 
energy, comparable to renewables such as wind and solar. 


Claim #1: Nuclear power plants expose their surrounding to pollution. 


It is acommon misconception that the gas that comes out of the cooling towers of nuclear power 
plants is radioactive or is COz2. It is not. It is in fact steam from water: 


1. https://www.tsc.org/news-events/articles/2007/02-february/cooling-towers/ 
2. https://nuclear.duke-energy.com/2017/07/24/blog_post-20170724 


Nuclear power plants generate energy by using their nuclear reactor for heating water, which 
generates steam. The steam drives a steam turbine connected to a generator which then gives us 
energy that we can use. The radioactive fuel of the nuclear reactor is sealed off and does not come 
into direct contact with the water. 


Claim #2: Nuclear power is less safe than other sources of power. 


Nuclear power plants have a carbon footprint comparable to that of renewable energy such as solar 
farms and wind farms and are among the safest mode of electricity generation, comparable to solar 
and wind power plants: 


1. https://www.thelancet.com/journals/lancet/article/PIISO0140-6736(07)61253-7/ 
2. https://www.ipcc.ch/site/assets/uploads/2018/02/ipcc_wg3_ar5 _annex-iii.pdf 
3. https://www.dw.com/en/how-sustainable-is-wind-power/a-60268971 

4. https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/death-rates-from-energy-production-per-twh 


Prevented Mortality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Historical and Projected Nuclear Power: 
https://pubs.acs.org/doi/abs/10.1021/es3051197 
¢ Global nuclear power has prevented 1.84 million deaths related to air pollution and 64 
gigatonnes of CO2 emissions that would have resulted from fossil fuel burning. 
¢ On the basis of global projection data that take into account the effects of the Fukushima 
accident, nuclear power could, by midcentury, additionally prevent an average of 420,000 to 
7.04 million deaths and 80 to 240 gigatonnes CO2 emissions due to fossil fuels. 


The Future of Nuclear Power: https://web.mit.edu/nuclearpower/pdf/nuclearpower-full. pdf 
¢ Modern nuclear reactor designs have had numerous safety improvements since the first- 


generation nuclear reactors. 


Nuclear power beyond Chernobyl: A changing international perspective: 


https://www.iaea.org/sites/default/files/publications/magazines/bulletin/bull38-1/38104780209.pdf 
¢ After the Chernobyl disaster, many additional safety and security measures had begun to be 


taken when building nuclear power plants. 
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ZYKLON B 


Proponents of holocaust denial, who refer to themselves as ‘holocaust revisionists’, often posit 
numerous claims about Zyklon B, the chemical used for mass-executions in Nazi extermination 
camps. They believe that Zyklon B was only used for delousing. 


Claim #1: Zyklon B is not strong enough to have been used in gas chambers. 
The scientific consensus is that Zyklon B could definitively have been used for fatal gassing. 


From Cooperation to Complicity: Degussa in the Third Reich: 
https://www.amazon.com/Cooperation-Complicity-Degussa-Third-Reich/dp/0521039916 (Pages 
273-274). 
¢ Zyklon B’s main ingredient was hydrogen cyanide (see claim #4 for contemporary sources). 
¢ It also contained eye irritants (such as chloropicrin and cyanogen chloride) and absorbent 
stabilizers (such as diatomaceous earth). 


Zyklon B’s main ingredient, hydrogen cyanide, is extremely poisonous: 


1. https://pubchem.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/compound/768 

2. https://web.archive.org/web/20170416125210/https://www.opcw.org/about-chemical- 
weapons/types-of-chemical-agent/blood-agents/hydrogen-cyanide 

3. https://www.amazon.com/Cooperation-Complicity-Degussa-Third-Reich/dp/0521039916 
(Page 273). 

4. https://web.archive.org/web/20110907145105/https://cyanidecode.org/ 
cyanide _environmental.php 


Death occurs in a human weighing 68 kg within two minutes of inhaling 70 mg of hydrogen 
cyanide. A hydrogen cyanide concentration of 100-200 ppm in breathing air will kill a human 
within 10 to 60 minutes. A hydrogen cyanide concentration of 2000 ppm (about 2380 mg/m3) will 
kill a human in about one minute. 


Hydrogen cyanide has been successfully used in US gas chambers for judicial executions: 
https://www.britannica.com/topic/gas-chamber 


Claim #2: The gas chambers were too cold for Zyklon B to evaporate. 

No. This stems from a misunderstanding that a liquid can evaporate only if it reaches its boiling 
point. This is wrong. You might have noticed this when taking a warm bath. Your bath water was 
still under its boiling point of 100 °C. 


The gas chambers would also have been warmed by the body temperature and breathing of the 
victims. 


The boiling point of hydrogen cyanide is 25.6 °C and human body temperature is about 37 °C. 
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Claim #3: The lack of Prussian blue in gas chambers walls dismisses the usage of Zyklon B. 


Prussian blue is a pigment that can be formed from a reaction between hydrogen cyanide and iron. 
Stains from this pigment are visible in multiple delousing rooms and some gas chambers. The 
pigment is more common in delousing rooms because lice can take much more hydrogen cyanide 
than humans without dying, meaning that delousing rooms would have been exposed to heavier 
concentrations of Zyklon B. 


Many of the claims that the gas chambers lack Prussian blue come from The Leuchter Report, a 
pseudoscientific document: 


a aa cele ele 


https://phdn.org/archives/holocaust-history.org/auschwitz/chemistry/blue/ 
https://phdn.org/archives/holocaust-history.org/auschwitz/chemistry/iffr/report.shtml 
https://www.hdot.org/debunking-denial/ab12-leuchter-report/ 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=PyoMvdLFd I 
https://www.auschwitz.org/en/history/holocaust-denial/leuchter-report/ 


Some examples of The Leuchter Report’s failings are: 


The samples of the bricks that had contained Prussian blue were diluted by taking fist-sized 
chunks; Prussian blue formed only on the surface of the bricks. 

The samples were illegally obtained from Auschwitz without permission. 

The samples were mixed with the researching crew’s dirty underwear when smuggled out of 
Poland. 

The researching crew lied about the source of the samples when sending them to a research 
laboratory. 

Fred Leuchter, the leader of the crew, misrepresented his credentials, claiming to be an 
engineer. He is not a licensed engineer. He has a Bachelor of Arts degree in History. 


Claim #4: Zyklon B canisters took too long to off-gas, and were thus too dangerous to be used. 


This claim is disproven by the 1933 technical manual made for Zyklon B by the company that 
manufactured it. Prussic Acid* in Pest Control: 


https://phdn.org/archives/holocaust-history.org/works/peters-1933/htm/intro00.htm 


“The development of the gas from the Zyklon sets in with great vehemence immediately 
following the pouring out of it. The thinner the layer of the disseminated support material 
the faster will be the development of the gas. Depending on the species of the pests to be 
controlled, and on the characteristic of the rooms to be gassed, one may choose to reach the 
maximum of the gas concentration to arise very quickly or more slowly by the thickness of 
the disseminated layer. Usually, the material will be disseminated in a layer 1/2 ti 1 cm 
thickness, then the greatest part of the hydrogen cyanide will have developed already after 
half and hour at normal temperature.” 

In short, after about half an hour, most of the hydrogen cyanide will have dissipated. 


* Prussic acid is a synonym for hydrogen cyanide. 


The Efficiency of Prussic Acid Fumigation at Low Temperatures: 
https://phdn.org/archives/holocaust-history.org/works/peters-rasch-1941/ 


A study conducted by two German researchers in 1941. 
Found that Zyklon B would have evolved by “one or at most two hours” at temperatures as 
low as -10 °C. 
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MISCELLANEOUS 


Claim #1: Genetically modified organisms (GMOs) are unsafe for consumption. 


Activists such as Vandana Shiva claim that GMOs are unsafe to consume. The overwhelming 
scientific consensus is that GMOs pose no greater risk to human health than conventional food: 


L. 
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https://www.pps.net/cms/lib/OR01913224/Centricity/Domain/3337/peer%20reviewed 
%20meta%20study%200n%20GMOs%20copy.pdf 
https://www.fao.org/3/Y5160E/y5160e10.htm#P3 1651The 
https://academic.oup.com/genetics/article/188/1/11/6063343?login=false 
https://gaiapresse.ca/images/nouvelles/28563.pdf 
https://www.aaas.org/sites/default/filessAAAS GM_statement.pdf 
https://www.isaaa.org/kc/Publications/htm/articles/Position/ama.htm 
https://nap.nationalacademies.org/read/23395/chapter/7#149 


No reports of ill effects have been documented in the human population from genetically modified 
food: 


1, 
23 
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https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1258/jrsm.2008.070372 
https://nap.nationalacademies.org/catalog/10977/safety-of-genetically-engineered-foods- 
approaches-to-assessing-unintended-health#toc 
https://web.archive.org/web/20120907023039/http://www.ama-assn.org/resources/doc/ 
csaph/al2-csaph2-bioengineeredfoods.pdf 


Claim #2: Microwaves can cause cancer. 


Microwave radiation is non-ionizing, meaning that it can not have the cancer risks associated with 
ionizing radiation such as X-rays. No studies have found that microwave radiation causes cancer, 
even with exposure levels far greater than normal radiation leakage: 


28 


i, 
2. 


https://www.jstor.org/stable/3579874 
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/(SICI)1521-186X(1998)19:1%3C20::AID- 





BEM2%3E3.0.CO;2-6 





